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GRAMMATICAL NOTES. 

By Canon S. R. Driver, D. D., 

Regius Professor of Hebrew, Oxford University, Eng. 



1. On Genesis II., 9 b. 
In an instructive review of Budde's Biblische Urgeschichte, in the Theologisch 
Tijdschrift for last year, p. 136, Professor Kuenen argues, from the form of the 
verse Gen. n., 9 b (jHl 310 H^IH JTl p,l *pTQ D»nn jTl), that the 
words JH1 310 Di^"in PJfl ^e an addition— though an addition made by the 
author himself — to the original narrative. In drawing this inference, however, 
the learned critic appears to have overlooked a peculiarity of Hebrew style. 
"When Hebrew writers have occasion to combine a double subject (or object) in 
one sentence, it is their habit, not unfrequently, to complete the clause containing 
one of these subjects (or objects), attaching the other to this clause subsequently. 
Examples : (a) Gen. xli., 27 a, where the seven ears are to be regarded, equally 
with the seven kine, as subjects to nJH D'JJJ' JDtJ') so tbat tne 1 nas the Iorce 
of "as also" (gleich wie); Num. xvi., 2 a, 18 b, 27 b; Judg. vi., 5 a, ^ 
DV-j^HNI V?JP DrTJpDI OH! !sa- lv., 1 a. (6) Gen. i., 16 b, where there is 
no occasion, with AV., to supply the verb "he made," but, as the accents also 
indicate, D , 3313?7i as w ell as pDpfl "IINOiT aire appointed to rule over the 

night ; i xii., 17, ljroriNi d^tj d^jj njna nx ♦"♦ yan; nm, 29; 
xliii., 15 a, is, -unon jtni anzjfr unR nnp^i; Num. xm., 23 b, 26 b, 
myn "m ntn "i3i onR in't^n ; Jer- xxvh., 7 a; 1 Kgs.v.,9; 1 sam. 

vi., 11; Judg. xxi., 10 b. (c) Analogous examples with prepositions: Gen. 
xxvni., 14; Exod. xxxiv., 27 b, ^KltJ" J1X1 JTO = pTK Tfl3 5 Deut. vn., 
14 b (cf. xxvm., 54 a, 56 a) ; Jer. xxv., 12 fyy) ; xl., 9 fy), etc. 

The words thus attached are not, in all these cases, to be treated (with Ewald, 
% 339 a 2 ) as subordinate. The order in, Gen. n., 9 b, is quite regular and natural. 

Either jrn 3io runrr yjn Q"nn yy prr "prm or yys o»rrn fTi 

PPT lirO JH1 310 fi,JHn would have been inelegant and heavy. From the 
form of the verse, at any rate, no support can be derived for the conjecture of 
Professor Kuenen. 



i Construe, therefore, "And God made the two great lights; the greater light to rule the day, 
and the lesser light, as also the stars, to rule the night." Where two zaqephs are repeated (in the 
same half-verse), the second always marks a less appreciable break than the first. See, e. g., i., 
20 a; iii., 5 a, 17 b, etc. 

2 1 Sam. xviii., 6, is pretty clearly corrupt. In xxv., 42, robn should probably be read (cf . Ex. 
ii., 5). xxix., 10, is very abnormal; analogy requires the insertion of DJ1K after IMS D3t?n 
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2- On !Tji03 I'KO (Jer. x., 6, 8). 

In order to estimate the various explanations that have been offered on this 
difficult phrase, it will be necessary to begin by examining briefly the use of PUfo, 
and of the allied ,l ?20, in Hebrew generally. 

TNQ occurs in the general sense of " without " in a number of passages, of 
which the earliest are Isa. v., 9; vi., 11 ; and ♦^Q is used similarly, from Jer. 
ii., 15. How is this use to be explained, and what precisely is the force attaching 
to the preposition in these phrases ? Our readers will be familiar with the use of 
7 J3 after verbs implying " cessation," for the purpose of defining the particular 
nature of the cessation intended : — "After sixty-five years Ephraim shall be 
broken Qtyfo away from (being) a people " (which becomes, in our idiom, 1 so that 
it be no more a people) ; " Every house is shut up J$13J0 away from (any) entering 
in" (=so that none entereth in); "Therefore it shall be night to you pjfniD 
away from vision "(= that there be no vision); etc. Arguing from these, and 
many similar passages, we should expect in such a sentence as " The land shall 
be wasted that there be no inhabitant (or, none passing through, etc.),'' to find the latter 
part expressed in Hebrew by Dty'l'D (or *13^p 2 ). Instead of this, however, we 
find regularly 3grj» |*KO ( or * i ?5P)» and similarly with other words, Q-JN pND> 
"Oty PND (° r ,l ?50)- 3 0ne of the tw0 negative particles JQ or VR (esp. »^) 
must here be pleonastic ; and it seems, in fact, that V>H is added for the purpose 
of strengthening the idea expressed by JQ, just as it strengthens the idea expressed 
by ^3 in a phrase which occurs in two widely separated parts of the Old Testa- 
ment, and carries, therefore, with it the presumption of being a genuine Hebrew 

idiom : — MJ ^BOH " I s it on account of there being no (literally, Is it from 

the deficiency of no) graves in Egypt ...?" "Isiton account of there being no God 

in Israel ? " (Exod. xiv., 11; 2 Kgs. i., 3, 6, 16).* As thus used, however, both 

T'KD and ,( ?2Q presuppose an antecedent clause expressing some negative idea 
with which ?Q forms the connecting link. If, therefore, they are rendered 
"without," it must be recollected that this preposition is used in a pregnant 
sense, expressing essentially the consequences of a preceding act. 

It is only in the Book of Job that ^30 is used more freely in the sense of 
"without," the connection with a preceding verb being no longer distinctly felt. 

i Thus drawing attention not to the old state which has ceased, but to the new state which 
has arrived. 

2 As indeed occurs, Zech. vii., 14 OWD1 "13J.'D). 

a Jer. iv., 1; ix., 9; xxvi., 9; xxxii., 43; xxxiii., 10, 12; Ezek. xiv., 15; xxxiii., 28, etc. These 
cases will, of course, be carefully distinguished from those in which the [D has a causal 
force; as Deut. ix., 28; Isa. v., 13, njn 'SsD from lack of knowledge; Hos. iv., 6; Jer. vii., 32 = 
xix., 11, DlpD J'SD (according to Httz., Ewald, Graf, Keil, and EV. margin). 

* Examples of the corresponding phrase in Syriac (£j^5 , .V — C,^ are cited by Payne 
Smith, Thes. Syr., col. 528, e. g. Ephr. i., 11 (j£ooj £-kX? ^.\o ,-ic); Lagarde, Reliquiae Jurin 
Eceles.,Ul,6; 142,8. 
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Thus, rv., 20, " Without any heeding, they perish forever ;" vi., 6, " Will that which 
is tasteless be eaten without salt?" xxiv., 7, "Naked they pass the night ft2D 
CO 1 ? without raiment " (cf . verse 10, " Naked they walk about {J^V ^7^2") '■> 
xxiv., 8, " Befuge-less they cling to the rock." The analogy of these passages 
makes it probable that i L ?2t2 has the same force in iv., 11, "The lion perisheth 
without prey;" and xxxi., 19, "If I saw one perishing without raiment," although 
otherwise " for lack of " would here afford an excellent sense. But the general 
difference between the use of ft2f2 i n J° D > an d that of both l >'j2D an< i VW2 e l se_ 
where, is that, in these other instances, the clause thus introduced adds a new 
feature to the description ("The land shall be wasted,"— how ? so that the con- 
dition of persons passing through ceases), whereas in Job ft2f2 expresses little more 
than a concomitant of the description (which is not even necessarily expressed in 
negative terms) contained in the principal clause. 

Ewald, now, explains the phrase in Jer. x., from the use of 7*{«ID explained 
above. He supposes that the original and proper force of \' l tit2 was forgotten, 
that it was considered simply to express the sense of a strong negation, " even 
none," in no necessary connection with a preceding or connected clause, and that 
it was thus capable of standing in any part of the sentence. He translates, there- 
fore, ?T'i03 Vit12 " there is even none like thee," quoting, as a parallel to this free 
use of |»XJD> J°» xviii., 15, ft ft2t2 V7HJG fDEYV which he renders— and 
Delitzsch follows him 1 — " there shall dwell in his tent even naught? of his." 

Is this explanation tenable ? It is true, as we have seen, that in Job ft2t2 
is used more independently than elsewhere ; at the same time the prepositional 
force of ?0 is never entirely lost ; it is still a link, though a weakened link, con- 
necting what follows with the main sentence. Upon Ewald's hypothesis, Vffl2 
and ft2D appear suddenly, not merely as independent particles, but as denoting 
the subject of a sentence. JQ has thus lost its negative force altogether. In this 
use of T*Hf2 there is no analogy. ft2J2 in JoD xvm., which is appealed to, is 
not decisive. If it denotes there "even naught," it expresses an entirely differ- 
ent sense from that which it bears in any other passage in the same book. And 
there is no necessity to give it such a sense even there. The 1J2 ma y °e partitive, 
as it is understood by Hitzig, " There shall dwell in his tent what is naught of 
his." In the difficulty of understanding how ?Q, in its negative sense, can have 
been treated as a mere expletive, this explanation, which gives JJJ a natural and 
intelligible meaning, seems preferable. The analogy appealed to by Ewald in 
support of his rendering of TJ1D3 WD is thus, at best, an uncertain one, and 
seems, moreover, upon independent grounds, to be improbable. 

Another mode of explanation is adopted by Gesenius (Thes., s. v. JQ), who 
regards ^J22 WO as involving an extension of that partitive use of JQ which 

i "'San a strengthened ,l 7a." 

2 Neuter, (not masc), on account of the feminine predicate. 
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we meet with in ""j(~fJ>5Q in Hebrew, and which occurs more frequently in Arabic, 
" after negative particles, and after interrogatives put in a negative sense.'' 1 ' In 
Arabic: " Ye have not xJf " v x aught of god (= any god) except Him;" "Doth 
aught of one (tX&1 SjA = any, ullus) see you ? " " Do you perceive of them aught 
of one (= a single one) ? " " Not aught of one (= Not one) would hold you back," 
etc. In Hebrew: "If there shall be in the midst of thee a poor man, ^pIPTN "1(1X0 
aught of one (= any) of thy brethren, in one of thy gates," etc. {Deut. xv., 7) ; 
" If one doth JlJIlO fifTXQ aught of any (= any) of those things " (Lev. iv., 2) ; 
"If he do aught of one (= any) of these things" (Ezek. xviii., 10). Assuming 
now that ?Q is rightly explained in these constructions as partitive, let us analyze 
its application to the passage in Jeremiah. ?fl03 Mjf means " (there is) naught 
of the like of thee," or, more briefly (the question of the precise meaning of 3 not 
being before us) "(there is) naught like thee." ?p03 ?'NO' then, will mean 
"(there is) aught of naught like thee." Is this an intelligible sentence? In a 
sentence either stating a hypothesis, or (as in the Arabic usage formulated by Dr. 
"Wright) implying a negation, the use of ?Q to strengthen the idea of one only, by 
assuming rhetorically a part of one, the existence of which is then questioned or 
denied, is intelligible ; but a sentence affirming (as would here be done by impli- 
cation) the existence of a part of nothing is surely an incredible one. It is not 
credible even on the supposition that, "1(1X0 being in use as a strengthened form 
°f lf7N) tne |0 was applied mechanically to PH for the purpose of strengthening 
it similarly ; for the sentences in the two cases differ so widely in form and struct- 
ure, that the foundation is lacking even for the operation of false analogy. Isa. 
xl., 17; xix, 24 [M. T. y&NOI DSND DDtyfil f»NO DTK* p are not parallel. 
It is possible to say rhetorically, " Ye are of nothing and your work of naught " 
(whether of here means "a part of" [see Hitzig] or " consisting in ") ; but this 
does not justify the expression "(there is) part of naught of the like of thee." 2 
At most, it would justify the punctuation pj$0> and the rendering, " Part of 
naught is the like of thee." But this, while more artificial, is not stronger than 
the normal WJ03 |*X, and, though suitable where the subject is QfiN or DD^fii 
for the purpose of declaring emphatically its equivalence with nonentity, is un- 
suitable when the subject is a word like "1103- Gesenius fails to show how 
?li03 PNO can be intelligibly conceived as a strengthened expression for pj«{ 

?li03 PND appears thus to admit of no satisfactory explanation. In 
Jer. xxx., 7, however, occurs the expression, "Ho, for great is that day PUft 
1?i03-" Tne rendering of AV. (as also of RV.), "so that none is like it," can- 



i Dr. Wright's Arable Grammar, II., § 48 f . (b). See also Bwald, Gr. Ar., § 577, and the examples 
cited t>y Gesenius. 

a The rendering "(There is) less than naught of the like of thee " reads into [D more than it 
will legitimately express. 
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not be intended as a strictly literal version ; for the analogy of the phrases p{$0 
SB'i'j etc., would demand the punctuation !)ri03 T'KD '•> there is no example of 
7>}< being pointed as if it were in the absolute state (7>}$) when it precedes the 
word with which it is related. 1 P{<0 must here bear its usual sense of "whence?" 
which agrees excellently with the context, " Ho, for great is that day ; whence is 
the like of it ?" This is the rendering adopted by Hitzig, who also proposes (fol- 
lowing J. D. Michaelis) to point and render similarly in x., 6, 8 *ttQD VHD 
"whence is any like thee?" Nagelsbach, indeed, objects that we have always 
elsewhere ~pQ3 ♦Q " who is like thee ?" but, whatever be the explanation accept- 
ed, we have to deal with an unusual expression •, and a construction which is 
logically and grammatically intelligible seems preferable to one which is so diffi- 
cult to understand or justify as either of those which have been considered above. 
The recurrence of the same form in verse 8 makes it improbable, as Graf remarks, 
that the Q is due merely to an accidental repetition of the preceding letter 
(DmK. DiTD^O)- Tne Versions (both here 2 and in xxx., 7) all render by a 
simple negative, as if the reading were ?*}«{ ; but where delicate distinctions are 
involved, their evidence, as regards either reading or construction, is of slight 
value. In all probability, the true meaning of the phrase had been lost by the 
Jews, and a false interpretation is embodied in the Massoretic punctuation. 

3. On 1 Samuel I., 5. 

nam -ud mm am* run ntt odw nna rr:o jn» n:rfn- 

The difficulty in Q*3N is well-known. It is rendered (1) "heavily." So 
Coverdale (1534), following the Vulgate "tristis;" Joseph Kimchi (afterwards 
David Kimchi, 1^ ni7K HiQ tf? |nU !Ti7 DJtt3 "fflY»), Luther, "trau- 
rig ; " Sebastian Minister (1635), " facie (demissa) ; " Geneva margin (" some read 
[so, in fact, the " Great Bible" of 1539] ' a portion with an heavy cheer' ") ; and 
among moderns, Bottcher and Thenius. For this sense of D'flN, however, there 
is no support in the known usage of the language : D'fliO occurs with the mean- 
ing "in anger" in Dan. xi., 20; but even supposing that an early writer would 
use the dual, upon the analogy of Q*fl}< *]"MS, in that sense, the meaning obtained 
would be unsuitable ; and the expressions *VJ£) V?£)J (Gen. iv., 6) and X 1 ? iTJ£3 
Ity (I 1 ? VII (1 Sam. i., 18) are not sufficient to justify the sense of a dejected 
countenance being assigned to D'5{<. 

It is rendered (2), in connection with flUN H20 0,ie portion of two faces-(= 
two persons), i. e., a double portion. So the Peshito (jLaij), Gesenius, and Keil. 
It is true that the Syriac ^isl corresponds generally in usage to the Hebrew 
D\3iD; Dut , to sav nothing of the fact that a Syriasm is unexpected in Samuel, 
there is nothing in the use of the Syriac <^s| to suggest that the dual would, in 

i Job xxxv., 15 (see Delitzsch) will hardly be objected as an exception. 
2 Where, however, LXX. omits. 
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Hebrew, denote two persons ; ^^s) (like Q*J3) is used of one person, the singular 
not occurring. If &QH means two persons, it must be implied that fltf, in 
Hebrew, might denote one person, which the meaning of the word obviously does 
not allow. Secondly, the construction, if this rendering were correct, would be 
unexampled. Q*3X evidently cannot be a genitive after the compound Jf.30 
JinX » an d the disparity between the two ideas (one portion and two persons) pre- 
cludes us from treating it as a case of apposition (as is suggested by Keil); 1 
Ewald, 1 287 b, offers, in this respect, nothing parallel. Grammatically, therefore, 
not less than lexically, this rendering is exposed to the gravest objections. 

(3) The history of the AV. a worthy portion (inherited from the Genevan Ver- 
sion of 1560) is curious. IMs based ultimately upon the rendering of the Targum : 
"And to Hannah he gave "VfQ ~\H p^H one choice portion," which is thus 
paraphrased by Kashi fllfl' D'Jfl "DD3 ^pili"? 1 ? *1N"1 " a portion fit to be re- 
ceived with a cheerful countenance." TfO i n * ne Targum corresponds to the 
Heb. D'fijf; how it was obtained from it may not be perfectly certain; but 
Kimchi seeks apparently to explain it, when he annotates the text thus, JlJD 

djo -pN d'2n *pN pi rrDjtti ram y&nb 2 m3DJ nnx-in the Latin 

of Seb. Minister, " partem unam electam : hoe est, dedit Hannae partem honori- 
ficam at ab ea auferet animi et vultus molestiam." As here explained, "worthy" 
is no translation of 0*3N> Dut merely expresses a characteristic of the particular 
" portion" sufficient to produce the desired result. But this explanation is only 
of historical interest ; it is evident that D*£}{< alone cannot mean " against " or 
"to remove vexation." In the Book of Boots, however (s. v. t\H), there is sug- 
gested as an alternative JVCM PUD TOftD DOS'? tVHO ItSTl'fi Mt This 
explanation is easier, but is open to objections, upon ground of usage and con- 
struction, similar to those already urged against (2). 

In the LXX. D*3N * s represented by rf?>, i. e., DflX- This reading at once 
relieves the difficulty of the verse, and affords a consistent and grammatical 
sense. '3 DQbt restricts or qualifies the preceding clause, precisely as in Xum. 
xiii., 28. " But unto Hannah he used to give one portion ;" this, following the 
D1JO °f verse 4, might seem to imply that Elkanah felt less affection towards 
her than towards her sister. To obviate such a misconception, the writer con- 
tinues, " Howbeit he loved Hannah, but the Loud had shut up her womb," the 
last clause assigning the reason why Hannah received but one portion. The 
words or; obn f/v abrij imiSiov in LXX. before ■n-lt/v seem to be merely an explanatory 
addition inserted by the translators, and need not be suppposed to have formed 
part of the Hebrew text read by them. 

i See the Appendix to the writer's Hebrew Tenses, % 290. 
2 Cf. Abulwalid (Uth century), x t » (>i f X ( ?"^1 



